relation of fact and value, of 'is* and 'ought'. Darwin's theory, if it is cor rect, tells us what is the case with respect to the evolution of species; and so, strictly speaking, no conclusion follows from it regarding any matter of value. It does not follow, merely because we are descended from apes, that we ought to think less of ourselves, that our lives are less important, or that human beings are "merely" one kind of animal among others. Nor does it follow that the main tenets of religion are false. As has often been observed, natural selection could be the means chosen by God for the purpose of mak ing man. If so, man could still be regarded as the divinely-blessed crown of creation.
Nevertheless, the nagging thought remains that Darwinism does have unsettling consequences. The feeling that Darwin's discovery undermines traditional religion, and some parts of traditional morality, will not go away, despite the nice logical points about what follows from what. I believe this feeling is justified. There is a connection between Darwin's theory and these larger matters, but the connection is more subtle than a straightforward logical implication. Darwin himself had a good sense of this. In 1880, two years before he died, he wrote?wisely, in my opinion:
Though I am a strong advocate for free thought on all subjects, yet it appears to me (whether rightly or wrongly) that direct arguments against Christianity and Theism produce hardly any effect on the public; and freedom of thought is best promoted by the gradual illumination of men's minds, which follows from the advancement of science. It has, therefore, been always my object to avoid writing on religion, and I have confined myself to science.5
Thus, even if Darwin's theory is not a "direct argument" against Chris tianity and theism, he saw it as having a clear long-range influence on such beliefs. The idea that Darwinism undermines religion is, of course, familiar, even though it is by no means obvious how it does so. I will not discuss the relation between Darwinism and religion. Instead I will focus on the other, less well-explored idea: that Darwinism also undermines some aspects of traditional morality. Traditional morality depends, at crucial points, on the assumption that there is something morally special about being human?the fact that a being is human, rather than, say, canine or bovine, makes a big difference, according to traditional morality, in how it may be treated. My thesis is that "the gradual illumination of mens' minds," of the sort provid ed by Darwin's theory, must lead inevitably to the conclusion that this assumption is false. The orang in the Eastern islands, and the chimpanzee in Africa, build platforms on which they sleep; and as both species follow the same habit, it might be argued that this was due to instinct, but we cannot feel sure that it is not the result of both animals having similar wants and possessing similar powers of reasoning.9
II
Today we might make the same point in somewhat different terms: our best theory of animal behavior involves attributing to them desires and beliefs. Desires and beliefs, taken together, form reasons for action. Thus, when we explain the animal's behavior like this (the animal wants certain benefits, and realizes that by building a platform it can obtain those benefits, etc.) we are seeing its conduct as rational. Now I do not wish to defend, or even to discuss in any detail, Darwin's specific ideas about language or rationality. But I do want to call attention to the moral implications of his way of thinking. Darwin's strategy of argu ment brings him into direct conflict with traditional morality, which holds that humans and nonhumans are in separate moral categories. The tradi tional moral view is expressed by another nineteenth-century thinker, the Jesuit Joseph Rickaby, when he writes that we have no duties to mere animals because they are not the kind of beings toward whom we could have duties: "Brute beasts ... are of the order of things . . . We have then no duties of charity, nor duties of any kind, to the lower animals, as neither to sticks nor stones."10 Darwin, however, could never regard nonhuman animals as mere things. His strategy leads him at every point to stress their similarities to human beings. He even goes so far as to assert: "There is no fundamental difference between man and the higher mammals in their men tal faculties."11 (He did admit that there are differences of degree, but stressed that these were only matters of degree.) But if man and animal are so much alike, how can it be right to treat them so differently? How can it be right to place them in different moral categories? Why shouldn't the same moral rules that determine how we should be treated also determine how they should be treated?
Darwin himself may have been aware of this implication. His personal feelings about the mistreatment of animals were unusually strong, and matched in some ways his feelings about the mistreatment of humans.
Reflecting on his father's character, one of Darwin's sons wrote: "The two subjects which moved my father perhaps more strongly than any others were cruelty to animals and slavery. His detestation of both was intense, and his indignation was overpowering in case of any levity or want of feel ing on these matters."12 It is surprising that a man of science?especially a naturalist who had killed countless animals for specimens?should have such feelings about cruelty to animals. What of the uses of animals for research? Darwin wrote in a letter, You ask my opinion on vivisection. I quite agree that it is justifiable for real in vestigations on physiology; but not for mere damnable and detestable curiosity. It is a subject which makes me sick with horror, so I will not say another word about it, else I shall not sleep tonight.13
It would be wrong to count Darwin as an advocate of "animal rights"; his feelings were far too ambiguous for that. He was sickened by vivisec tion?and at times visitors to the Darwin home were forbidden to bring up the subject?but he also thought it justifiable "for real investigations."
Once he supported an effort to secure legislative controls on the use of animals in research, but later he refused to support another such effort.14 Regardless of such wavering, however, it seems clear that he was troubled by prevailing attitudes toward animals.
Darwin seems to have connected his feelings about animals with his more general biological view about the kinship of species (although I do not wish to make too strong a claim about this). There are hints of a connection in passages such as this one from an early notebook:
If we choose to let conjecture run wild then animals our fellow brethren in pain, disease, death, suffering and famine, our slaves in the most laborious works, our companions in our amusements, they may partake from our origin in one We are sharers not only of animal but of vegetable life, sharers with the higher brute animals in common instincts and feelings and affections. It seems to me that there is a sort of meanness in the wish to ignore the tie. I fancy that human beings may be more humane when they realize that, as their dependent associates live a life in which man has a share, so they have rights which man is bound to respect.16
Ill Asa Gray's address raised the fundamental moral issue: Is the fact that a being is a member of a certain species, in and of itself, a morally good reason for treating it in a certain way? Is the fact that a being is human a reason for treating it with greater consideration than is given members of other species? There are (at least) three possible answers.
1. Unqualified Speciesism. First, it might be held that mere species alone is morally important. On this view, the bare fact that an individual is a member of a certain species, unsupplemented by any other consideration, is enough to make a difference in how that individual should be treated. This is not a very plausible way of understanding the relation between species and morality, and generally it is not accepted even by those who are sympathetic to what I am calling "traditional morality." Consider, for ex ample, the old science-fiction story "The Teacher from Mars" by Eando Binder.17 The main character is a Martian who has come to earth to teach in a school for boys. Because he is "different"?seven feet tall, thin, with ten tacles and leathery skin?he is taunted and abused by the students until he is almost driven out. Then, however, an act of heroism makes the boys realize they have been wrong, and the story ends happily with the ring-leader of the bullies vowing to mend his ways.
Written in 1941, the story is a not-so-thinly-disguised morality tale about racism. But the explicit point concerns species, not race.18 The teacher from Mars is portrayed as being, psychologically, exactly like a human: he is equally as intelligent, and equally as sensitive, with just the same cares and interests as anyone else. The only difference is that he has a different kind of body. And surely that does not justify treating him with less respect. Having appreciated this point, the reader is then expected to draw the obvious conclusion: the fact that there are physical differences be tween whites and blacks?skin color, for example?should make no moral difference either.
However, it has been suggested by some philosophers that species alone can make a difference in our moral duties toward a being. In his review of Tom Regan's The Case for Animal Rights,19 Robert Nozick speculates that, in a satisfactory moral scheme, . . . perhaps it will turn out that the bare species characteristic of simply being human . .. will command special respect only from other humans?this is an in stance of the general principle that the members of any species may legitimately
give their fellows more weight than they give members of other species (or at least more weight than a neutral view would grant them). Lions, too, if they were moral agents, could not then be criticized for putting other lions first.20
Nozick illustrates the point with his own science-fiction example: "denizens of Alpha Centauri" would be justified in giving greater weight to the in terests of other such Alpha Centaurians than they give to our interests, he says, even if we were like them in all other relevant respects. But this isn't at all obvious?in fact, it seems wrong on its face. If we substitute an Alpha Centaurian for a Martian in Binder's story, it makes no difference. Treating him less well because he is "different" (in this case, a member of a different species) still seems like unjustified discrimination.
What of the "general principle" Nozick suggests? It seems to be an ex panded version of something that most people find plausible, namely, that one is justified in giving special weight to the interests of one's family or neighbors. If it is permissible to have special regard for family or neighbors, why not one's fellow species-members? The problem with this way of think ing is that there are lots of groups to which one naturally belongs, and these group-memberships are not always (if they are ever) morally significant. The progression from family to neighbor to species passes through other boundaries on the way?through the boundary of race, for example. Sup pose it were suggested that we are justified in giving the interests of our own race greater weight than the interests of other races? ("Blacks, too," it might be said, "could not then be criticized for putting other blacks first.") This would rightly be resisted, but the case for distinguishing by species alone is little better. As Binder's story suggests, Unqualified Speciesism and racism are twin doctrines.
2. Qualified Speciesism. But there is a more sophisticated view of the relation between morality and species, and it is this view that defenders of traditional morality most often adopt. On this view, species alone is not regarded as morally significant. However, species-membership is correlated with other differences that are significant. Humans, it might be said, are in a special moral category because they are rational, autonomous agents.
(Other special human qualities are sometimes mentioned, but, at least since Kant, this one has been most popular.)
It is this fact, rather than the "mere" fact that they are human, that qualifies them for special considera tion. This is why their interests are more important, morally speaking, than the interests of other species, although, presumably, if the members of any other species were rational, autonomous agents, they would also go into the special moral category, and would qualify for the favored treatment. However, defenders of traditional morality insist that, as a matter of fact, no other species has this characteristic. So humans alone are entitled to full moral consideration Darwin, as we have seen, resisted the idea that humans have characteristics that are not shared by other animals. Instead he emphasized the continuities between species: if man is more rational than the apes, it is only a matter of degree, not of kind. But let us set this point aside, and grant for the purpose of argument that humans are the only fully rational, autonomous agents. What would follow from this assumption? I want to make two comments.
(a) The first comment has to do with the logical structure of Qualified Speciesism. It is important to see exactly what function the reference to man's rationality is supposed to serve. The reference to rationality comes at a certain point in the discussion of morality and species, and has a certain purpose. Let us see what that purpose is.
The discussion begins with the observation that we use nonhuman animals in a variety of ways: to name a few, we raise and eat them as food; we use them in laboratories, not only for medical and psychological ex periments, but to test products such as soap and cosmetics; we dissect them in classrooms for educational purposes; we use their skins as clothing, rugs, and wall decorations; we make them objects of our amusement in zoos, cir cuses, and rodeos; we use them as work animals on farms; we keep them as pets; and we have a popular sport that consists of tracking them down and killing them for the pleasure of it. Next, it is noted that we would think it deeply immoral if humans were used in any of these ways. But this leads to a problem. Ever since Aristotle it has been recognized as a fundamental rule of moral reasoning that:
When individuals are treated differently, we need to be able to point to a dif ference between them that justifies the difference in treatment.
Thus we have to face this question: what is the difference between humans and nonhumans that justifies us in treating nonhumans so differently? This is where the reference to rationality comes in. Qualifed Speciesism attempts to answer this question by pointing to the fact that humans are ra tional autonomous agents, while the other animals are not?that is what is supposed to justify treating nonhumans differently. But now notice this crucial point: we treat nonhumans in a variety of ways in which we think it would be wrong to treat humans. In the attempt to justify this, Qualified Speciesism mentions one difference between humans and nonhumans. Will this work? Is the fact that humans are rational, while other animals are not, relevant to all the differences in treatment? As a general rule, relevant differences vary with the different kinds of treatment. A difference between individuals that justifies one sort of dif ference in treatment might be completely irrelevant to justifying another difference in treatment. Suppose, for example, the admissions committee of a law school accepts one applicant but rejects another. Asked to justify this, they might explain that the first applicant had excellent college grades and test scores, while the second applicant had a miserable record. Or, to take a different sort of example, suppose a doctor treats two patients differently:
he gives one a shot of penicillin, and puts the other's arm in a plaster cast.
Again, this can be justified by pointing to a relevant difference between them: the first patient had an infection while the second had a broken arm. Now, suppose we switch things around. Suppose the law school admis sions committee is asked to justify admitting A while rejecting B, and replies that A had an infection but had a broken arm. Or suppose the doc tor is asked to justify giving A a shot of penicillin, while putting B's arm in a cast, and replies that A had better college grades and test scores. Both replies are, of course, silly, for it is clear that what is relevant in the one con text is irrelevant in the other.
We might express this point in a general principle:
Whether a difference between individuals justifies a difference in treatment depends on the kind of treatment that is in question. A difference that justifies one kind of difference in treatment need not justify another.
Once this is made explicit, this principle seems obvious and indisputable.
But once it is accepted, Qualified Speciesism is seen to be untenable.
Does the fact that someone is a rational, autonomous agent make a dif ference in how he should be treated? Certainly it may. For such a being, the self-direction of his own life is a great good, valued not only for its in strumental worth but for its own sake. Thus paternalistic interference may be seen as an evil. To take a simple example: a woman might have a certain conception of how she wants to live her life. This conception might involve taking risks that we think are foolish. We might therefore try to change her mind; we might call attention to the risks and argue that they are not worth it. But suppose she does not accept our arguments: are we then justified in forcibly preventing her from living her life as she chooses? It may be argued that we are not justified, for she is, after all, a rational, autonomous agent.
But suppose we contrast this with how we may treat someone who is not a fully rational being?a small child, for example. Then we feel perfectly justified in interfering with his conduct, to prevent him from taking foolish risks. The fact that the child is not (yet, anyway) a fully rational agent justifies us in treating him differently than we would treat someone who is a fully rational agent. The same would be true if the comparison was between a (normal adult) human being and a nonhuman animal. If we forcibly intervened to protect the animal from danger, but did not do so for the human, we might justify this by pointing to the fact that the human is a rational autonomous being, who knew what she was doing and who had the right to make her own choice, while this was not true of the animal. But this difference is not relevant to justifying just any kind of difference in treatment. Suppose what is in question is not paternalistic interference, but putting chemicals in rab bits' eyes to test the "safety" of a new shampoo. Why, it might be asked, is it all right to treat rabbits in this way, when we would not treat humans similarly? To reply that humans are rational agents, while rabbits are not, is comparable to noting that the rejected law-school applicant had a broken arm rather than an infection.
Therefore, the observation that humans are rational agents cannot justify the whole range of differences between our treatment of humans and our treatment of nonhumans. It can (at best) justify some differences in treatment, but not others. So, as a justification of our general practice of treating nonhumans "differently," Qualifed Speciesism fails.
It might be thought that Qualified Speciesism could be saved by men tioning a bigger set of differences between humans and nonhumans. Rickaby, for example, points out that "Man alone speaks, man alone wor ships, man alone hopes to contemplate for ever," and so on.21 Couldn't a combination of such unique characteristics justify placing man in a special moral category? The logical problem, however, would remain: we would have to ask, for each kind of treatment, whether man's ability to speak, to worship, or to hope for eternal contemplation, is really relevant. What do these things have to do with putting chemicals in a rabbit's eyes? Just as there is no one difference between the species that can justify all the dif ferences in treatment, there is no reason to think that a list of such dif ferences could do the job, either.
(b) A different sort of problem is raised by humans who lack the characteristics that supposedly place man in a privileged moral position.
Qualifed Speciesism says that the interests of humans count for more because they are rational agents. But some humans, perhaps because they have suffered brain damage, are not rational agents. Granting this, the natural conclusion would be that their status is the status of mere animals, and that they may be used as nonhuman animals are used (perhaps as laboratory subjects, or as food?).
Of course, traditional moralists do not accept any such conclusion. 3. Moral Individualism. All this argues for a quite different approach, one that abandons the whole project of trying to justify a "separate moral category" for humans. On this approach, how an individual may be treated is determined, not by considering his group memberships, but by consider ing his own particular characteristics. If A is to be treated differently than B, the justification must be in terms of A's individual characteristics and B's individual characteristics. Treating them differently cannot be justified by pointing out that one or the other is a member of some preferred group.
Where does this leave the relation between species and morality? What of the important differences between humans and other animals? Are they now to be considered irrelevant? The picture that emerges is more complex, but also more true to the facts, than traditional morality. The fact is that human beings are not simply "different" from other animals. In reality, there is a complex pattern of similarities and differences. The matching moral idea is that insofar as a human and a member of another species are similar, they should be treated similarly, while to the extent that they are different, they should be treated differently. This will allow the human to assert a right to better treatment whenever there is some difference between him and other animals (or other humans!) that justifies treating him better.
But it will not permit him to claim greater rights simply because he is human, or because humans in general have some quality that he lacks, or because he has some characteristic that is irrelevant to the particular type of treatment in question.
There is a striking parallel between this Moral Individualism and Dar win's view about the nature of species. Before Darwin, when species were thought to be immutable, naturalists believed that membership in a species was determined by whether the organism possessed the qualities that de fined the essence of the species. This essence was something real and deter minate, fixed by nature itself, and the systems of classification devised by biologists were viewed as accurate or inaccurate depending on how well they corresponded to this fixed order of nature. Evolutionary biology implies a very different view. Darwin argued that there are no fixed essences; there is only a multitude of organisms that resemble one another in some ways but differ in others. The only reality is the individual.22 How those individuals are grouped?into species, varieties, and so on?is more or less arbitrary. In The Origin of Species he wrote:
I look at the term species, as one arbitrarily given for the sake of convenience to a set of individuals closely resembling each other, and that it does not essentially differ from the term variety, which is given to less distinct and more fluctuating forms. The term variety, again, in comparison with mere individual differences, is also applied arbitrarily, and for mere convenience sake.23
Thus Darwinian biology substitutes individual organisms, with their profu sion of similarities and differences, for the old idea of determinate species; while Moral Individualism substitutes the view that our treatment of those organisms must be sensitive to those similarities and differences, for the old view that what matters is the species to which the organism belongs.
IV
How does "the gradual illumination of men's minds," of the sort pro vided by Darwin's theory, lead to the rejection of speciesism? We might think of it as a historical process that has four stages.
In the first stage, traditional morality is comfortably accepted because it is supported by a world-view in which everyone (or, so nearly everyone as makes no difference) has confidence. The moral view is simple. Human be ings, as Kant put it, have "an intrinsic worth, i.e., dignity" which makes them valuable "above all price"; while other animals "... are there merely as means to and end. That end is man."24 The world-view that supported this ethical doctrine had several familiar elements: The universe, with the earth at its center, was seen as created by God primarily to provide a home for humans, who were made in his image. The other animals were created by God for their use. Humans, therefore, are set apart from other animals and have a radically different nature. This justifies their special moral standing.
In the second stage, the world-view begins to break up. This had begun to happen, of course, long before Darwin?it was already known, for exam ple, that the earth is not the center of the cosmos, and indeed, that con sidered as a celestial body it seems to be nothing special. But Darwin com pleted the job, by showing that humans, far from being set apart from the other animals, are part of the same natural order, and indeed, are actually kin to them. By the time Darwin was done, the old world-view was virtually demolished.
This did not mean, however, that the associated moral view would be immediately abandoned. Firmly established moral doctrines do not lose their grip overnight, sometimes not even overcentury. As Peter Singer observed, "If the foundations of an ideological position are knocked out from under it, new foundations will be found, or else the ideological posi tion will just hang there, defying the logical equivalent of the law of gravity. "25 We are now in the third stage, which comes when people realize that, having lost its foundations, the old moral view needs to be reexamined. In his review of Regan's book Nozick remarked that "Nothing much should be inferred from our not presently having a theory of the moral importance of species membership that no one has spent much time trying to formulate because the issue hasn't seemed pressing."26 The issue hasn't seemed press ing because philosophers have not yet fully assimilated the implications of the collapse of the old world view.
It still might turn out that traditional morality is defensible, if new sup port can be found for it. Nozick, and a host of others, think this is likely.
Philosophers such as Singer and Regan take a different view: "the gradual illumination of men's minds" must lead to a new ethic, in which species membership is seen as relatively unimportant. For the reasons given above, I think that on this broad issue the revisionists are right. The most defensi ble view seems to be some form of Moral Individualism, according to which what matters is the individual characteristics of organisms, and not the classes to which they are assigned. Whatever the outcome of the debate, the issue can no longer be avoided. What has made it "pressing" is not simply a faddish interest taken by some philosophers in animal welfare; rather, it is an issue pressed upon us by the disintegration of the pre-Darwinian way of understanding nature. The fourth and final stage of the historical process will be reached if and when a new equilibrium is found in which our morali ty can once again comfortably co-exist with our understanding of the world and our place in it.
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